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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments, see page 9, lines 22-24, filed 27 
June 2005, with respect to the rejections of claims 2 and 12 
under 35 USC §112, 2 nd paragraph have been fully considered and 
are persuasive. The rejections of claims 2 and 12 under 35 USC 
§112, 2 nd paragraph listed in items 3-5 of the previous office 
action, dated 21 January 2005, have been withdrawn. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 27 June 2005 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

Regarding page 10, lines 1-17: While the present 
amendments to the claims place the "first information", "second 
information", and "third information" in a tangible form, said 
"first information", "second information", and "third 
information" is still merely non-functional descriptive data. 
This is discussed in greater detail below. 

Since claims 12 and 15 have been canceled, the rejections 
under 35 USC §101 with respect to claims 12 and 15 are 
withdrawn . 

Regarding page 10, line 18 to page 12, line 4: Examiner 
has already demonstrated on page 5, lines 6-20 of said previous 
office action how the editing process requires the extraction of 
specific frames. In fact, Applicant admits on page 11, lines 
10-11 that "[t]he user defines the video segment to be edited in 
step 174 by selecting a time period of the video over which the 
picture quality is to be changed." Since video data is 
delineated by frames, the selection of a specific time period to 
be is therefore an extraction of a frame or group of frames. In 
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order to specify the time period, clearly the location of said 
frames are required. Otherwise, there can be no time period 
specification. The particular manner in which editing is 
performed for the specified time period is not relevant to the 
fact that particular frames or groups of frames are extracted. 
If the user performs spatial editing, then a single frame must 
be extracted. If the user performs temporal editing, then a 
group of frames must be extracted. 

Claim Warnings 

3. Applicant is advised that should claim 26 be found 
allowable, claim 28 will be objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as 
being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two claims in an 
application are duplicates or else are so close in content that 
they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in 
wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the 
other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. 
See MPEP § 706.03 (k) . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

4. 35 U.S.C. §101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, 
manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and useful 
improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 1 and 3-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because 
the claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject 
matter. Claims 1 and 3-10 are simply methods for describing 
information with regard to source video data. In other words, 
claims 1 and 3-10 are methods for describing non-functional 
descriptive data. Claims 1 and 3-10 do not perform any useful 
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and tangible result, but merely describes information regarding 
particular aspects of source video data. Please note MPEP §2106 
IV. B. 1(a) and MPEP §2106 IV. B. 1(b). Claims 1 and 3-10 therefore 
are not directed to any useful process, machine, article of 
manufacture, or composition of matter. 

6. Claims 11 and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 
because the claimed invention is directed to non-statutory 
subject matter. The data signal recited in claims 11 and 13-14 
merely comprises non-functional descriptive data. The "first 
information", "second information" and "third information" are 
each merely data which describes source video data. The data 
signals recited in claims 11 and 13-14 are therefore directed to 
non-statutory subject matter, and are not directed to any useful 
process, machine, article of manufacture, or composition of 
matter. Please note MPEP §2106 IV. B. 1(a) and MPEP §2106 
IV.B.l (b) . 

7. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
The apparatus of claim 16 merely arranges non-functional 
descriptive data, which has been held to be non-statutory. 
Claim 16 therefore lacks utility and is not a useful process, 
machine, article of manufacture, or composition of matter. 

8. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
Claim 17 is merely directed to the arrangement of non-functional 
descriptive data, specifically the source video data and 
information with regard to the source video data. A mere 
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arrangement of data is not a useful process, machine, article of 
manufacture, or composition of matter, and is therefore non- 
statutory. Please note MPEP §2106 IV.B.l(a) and MPEP §2106 
IV.B.l (b) . 

9. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
The method recited in claim 22 is simply a method for describing 
information with regard to source sound data. In other words, 
claim 22 is a method for describing non-functional descriptive 
data. Claim 22 does not perform any useful and tangible result, 
but merely describes information regarding particular aspects of 
source sound data. Please note MPEP §2106 IV.B.l (a) and MPEP 
§2106 IV. B. 1(b). Claim 22 is therefore not directed to any 
useful process, machine, article of manufacture, or composition 
of matter. 

10. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
The method recited in claim 23 is simply a method for describing 
information with regard to source text data. In other words, 
claim 23 is a method for describing non-functional descriptive 
data. Claim 23 does not perform any useful and tangible result, 
but merely describes information regarding particular aspects of 
source text data. Please note MPEP §2106 IV.B.l (a) and MPEP 
§2106 IV. B. 1(b). Claim 23 is therefore not directed to any 
useful process, machine, article of manufacture, or composition 
of matter. 
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11. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
The data signal recited in claim 24 merely comprises non- 
functional descriptive data. The "first information", "second 
information" and "third information" are each merely data which 
describes source text/video data. The data signal recited in 
claim 24 is therefore directed to non-statutory subject matter, 
and is not directed to any useful process, machine, article of 
manufacture, or composition of matter. Please note MPEP §2106 
IV. B. 1(a) and MPEP §2106 IV. B. 1(b). 

12. Claims 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
The methods recited in claims 25-28 are simply methods for 
describing information with regard to source video data. In 
other words, claims 25-28 are methods for describing non- 
functional descriptive data. Claims 25-28 do not perform any 
useful and tangible result, but merely describe information 
regarding particular aspects of source video data. Please note 
MPEP §2106 IV.B.l(a) and MPEP §2106 IV. B. 1(b). Claims 25-28 are 
therefore not directed to any useful process, machine, article 
of manufacture, or composition of matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

13. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, 
and of the manner and process of making and using it, in such full, 
clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by 
the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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14. Claims 1, 3-11, 13-14, 16-17 and 22-28 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. Claims 1, 3-11, 13-14, 16-17 and 22-28 have been 
rejected above under 35 USC §101 as being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. Therefore, the specification is also 
non-enabling for claims 1, 3-11, 13-14, 16-17 and 22-28. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

15. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in 
this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, 
more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the 
United States. 

16. Claims 1, 3, 5, 11, 13, 16-20 and 25-28 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Yogeshwar (US Patent 

6, 026,232) . 

Regarding claims 1 and 11: Yogeshwar discloses a data 
signal (column 8,- lines 7-11 of Yogeshwar) for use in a video 
decoding apparatus to describe (column 7, lines 61-67 of 
Yogeshwar) frame information (column 12, lines 28-33 of 
Yogeshwar) , said data signal comprising first information, 
described for a frame' or group of frames extracted from a 
plurality of frames in source video data (column 14, lines 26-30 
of Yogeshwar) , specifying a location of the extracted frame or 
group of frames in the source video data (column 14, lines 34-37 
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of Yogeshwar) ; and second information, described for the 
extracted frame or group of frames, relating to a display time 
of the extracted frame or group of frames (column 14, lines 27- 
30 of Yogeshwar) . In order to edit a specific frame or group of 
frames of video data (column 14, lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar), said 
frame must be extracted. In order for said frame or group of 
frames to have particular regions processed (column 14, lines 
34-37 of Yogeshwar) , the specific location of said extracted 
frame or group of frames in the source video data must 
inherently be known and retained as information. 

Further regarding claim 1: The article of manufacture of 
claim 11 performs the steps of the method of claim 1. 

Regarding claims 3 and 13: Yogeshwar discloses describing, 
for the extracted frame or group of frames, third information 
relating to the importance (priority) of the extracted frame or 
group of frames (column 24, lines 1-6 of Yogeshwar) . 

Regarding claim 5: Yogeshwar discloses that the extracted 
frame or group of frames comprises a frame or group of frames 
extracted from a plurality of frames included in a temporal 
section of the source video data (column 14, lines 26-30 of 
Yogeshwar) , and further describing fourth information specifying 
the temporal section (time period) of the source video data 

(column 14, lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar) . 

Regarding claims 16 and 17: Yogeshwar discloses an 
apparatus (figure 1A of Yogeshwar) comprising a unit (figure 1A 

(30 (portion) ) of Yogeshwar) configured to extract a frame or 
group of frames from a plurality of frames in source video data 

(column 14, lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar); a unit (figure 1A(30 

(portion) ) of Yogeshwar) configured to create the frame 
information (column 14, lines 27-37 of Yogeshwar) including 
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first information specifying a location of the extracted frame 
or group of frames in the source video data (column 14, lines 
34-37 of Yogeshwar) and second information relating to a display 
time of the extracted frame or group of frames (column 14, lines 
27-30 of Yogeshwar); and a unit (figure 1A ( 30 (portion) ) of 
Yogeshwar) configured to link the extracted frame or group of 
frames to the frame information (column 14, lines 58-64 of 
Yogeshwar) . 

The digital video and audio editing operations are 
controlled by a computer workstation (figure 1A(30) and column 
8, lines 7-11 of Yogeshwar) which comprises a processor, ROM, 
RAM and other conventional computer components (column 7, lines 
61-64 of Yogeshwar) . The unit configured to extract, the unit 
configured to create, and the unit configured to link are the 
corresponding portions of said workstation' s processor and 
memories, along with the associated embodied computer code, that 
performs extraction, creation and linking. 

In order to edit a specific frame or group of frames of 
source video data (column 14, lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar), said 
frame or group of frames must be extracted. In order for a 
specific frame or group of frames to have particular regions 
processed (column 14, lines 34-37. of Yogeshwar), the specific 
location of said extracted frame or group of frames in the 
source video data must inherently be known and retained. Since 
the previously encoded data and the newly edited data are shown 
to the user for comparison (column 14, lines 58-64 of 
Yogeshwar) , clearly the frame information and the extracted 
frame or group of frames are linked. 

Further regarding claim 17: The apparatus of claim 16 
performs the method of claim 17. 
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Regarding claims 18, 19 and 20: Yogeshwar discloses an 
apparatus (figure 1A of Yogeshwar) comprising a unit (figure 1A 
(30 (portion) ) of Yogeshwar) configured to refer to frame 
information described for a frame or group of frames extracted 
from a plurality of frames in source video data (column 14, 
lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar) and including first information 
specifying a location of the extracted frame or group of frames 
in the source video data (column 14, lines 34-37 of Yogeshwar) 
and second information relating to a display time of the 
extracted frame or group of frames (column 14, lines 27-30 of 
Yogeshwar); a unit (figure 1A ( 30 (portion) ) of Yogeshwar) 
configured to obtain the source video data corresponding to the 
extracted frame or group of frames based on the first 
information (column 14, lines 61-64 of Yogeshwar); and a unit 
(figure 1A(61) of Yogeshwar) configured to display the obtained 
source video data for the determined display time based on the 
second information (column 14, lines 61-64 of Yogeshwar) . 

The digital video and audio editing operations are 
controlled by a computer workstation (figure 1A(30) and column 
8, lines 7-11 of Yogeshwar) which comprises a processor, ROM, 
RAM and other conventional computer components (column 7, lines 
61-64 of Yogeshwar) . The unit configured to refer and the unit 
configured to obtain are the corresponding portions of said 
workstation's processor and memories, along with the associated 
embodied computer code, that performs referring and obtaining. 

In order to edit a specific frame or group of frames of 
source video data (column 14, lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar) , said 
frame or group of frames must be extracted and referred to. In 
order for a specific frame or group of frames to have particular 
regions processed (column 14, lines 34-37 of Yogeshwar), the 
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specific location of said extracted frame or group of frames in 
the source video data must inherently be known and retained. 
Since the video data at the determined display time (column 14, 
lines 55-61 of Yogeshwar) is displayed (column 14, lines 61-65 
of Yogeshwar) , it is inherent that said video data is obtained. 

Further regarding claims 19 and 20: The apparatus of claim 
18 performs the method of claim 19 and obtains the information 
disclosed in claim 20. 

Regarding claim 25: Yogeshwar describing, for a frame or 
group of frames (column 12, lines 28-33 of Yogeshwar) extracted 
from a plurality of frames in source video data (column 14, 
lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar) , first information specifying a 
location of the extracted frame or group of frames in the source 
video data (column 14, lines 34-37 of Yogeshwar) ; describing, 
for said extracted frame or group of frames, second information 
relating to a display time of the extracted frame or group of 
frames (column 14, lines 27-30 of Yogeshwar); and describing, 
for said extracted frame or group of frames, third information 
indicating the plurality of frames in the source video data 
(column 14, lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar) . In order to edit a 
specific frame or group of frames of video data (column 14, 
lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar), said frame must be extracted. In 
order for said frame or group of frames to have particular 
regions processed (column 14, lines 34-37 of Yogeshwar), the 
specific location of said extracted frame or group of frames in 
the source video data must inherently be known and retained as 
information. Further, the time period of the source video data 
(column 14, lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar) indicates the plurality of 
frames in the source video data. 
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Regarding claims 26 and 28: Yogeshwar discloses that said 
third information comprises start time information indicating a 
start of the plurality of frames and section length information 
indicating a time length of the plurality of frames (column 14, 
lines 27-30 of Yogeshwar) . 

Regarding claim 27: Yogeshwar discloses that said third 
information further comprises source video position information 
indicating a location of the source video data (column 14, lines 
27-30 of Yogeshwar) . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

17. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 

forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in' this 

Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

18. Claims 4, 6, 9 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Yogeshwar (US Patent 6,026,232) in 
view of Fujita (US Patent 5,974,219). 

Regarding claims 4 and 14: Yogeshwar does not disclose 
expressly that the first information comprises information 
specifying an image data file created from the video data of the 
extracted frame or group of frames, 

Fujita discloses information specifying an image data file 
created from the video data of an extracted frame or group of 
frames (column 13, lines 11-14 of Fujita) . 
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Yogeshwar and Fujita are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely digital video data 
processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to create an 
image data file from the extracted video frame or group of 
frames and specify an image data file, as taught by Fujita, said 
image data file specification being a part of said first 
information taught by Yogeshwar. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to reduce the time required for editing by 
saving the specific video cut to be edited (column 13, lines 16- 
18 of Yogeshwar) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Fujita with Yogeshwar to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 4 and 14. 

Regarding claim 6: Yogeshwar does not disclose expressly 
that said first information comprises information specifying an 
image data file created from the source video data of the 
extracted frame, the image data corresponding to the extracted 
frame or group of frames. 

Fujita discloses information specifying an image data file 
created from the source video data of an extracted frame, the 
image data corresponding to the extracted frame or group of 
frames (column 13, lines 11-14 of Fujita) . 

Yogeshwar and Fujita are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely digital video data 
processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to create an 
image data file from the extracted video frame or group of 
frames and specify an image data file, as taught by Fujita, said 
image data file specification being a part of said first 
information taught by Yogeshwar. The motivation for doing so 
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would have been to reduce the time required for editing by 
saving the specific video cut to be edited (column 13, lines 16- 
18 of Fujita) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Fujita with Yogeshwar to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 6. 

Regarding claim 9: Yogeshwar does not disclose expressly 
that said first information comprises one of information 
specifying the location of the extracted frame or group of 
frames and information specifying a location of image data 
within an image data file created from the source video data and 
stored separately from the source video data, the image data 
corresponding to the extracted frame or group of frames. 

Fujita discloses information specifying the location of the 
extracted frame or group of frames (figure 2(201) and column 9, 
lines 59-62 of Fujita) and information specifying a location of 
image data within an image data file created from the source 
video data and stored separately from the source video data, the 
image data corresponding to the extracted frame or group of 
frames (figure 11(1119) and column 22, lines 16-20 of Fujita), 

Yogeshwar and Fujita are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely digital video data 
processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include 
information about the location of the extracted frame or group 
of trames in the source video data and the location of said 
extracted frame or group of frames as image data stored 
separately in an image data file, as taught by Fujita. The 
motivation for doing so would have been reduce the time required 
for editing by saving the specific video cut to be edited 
(column 13, lines 16-18 of Fujita) . Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to combine Fujita with Yogeshwar to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 9. 

19. Claims 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yogeshwar (US Patent 6,026,232) in view of 
Bozdagi (US Patent 6,252,975 Bl) . 

Regarding claim 7: Yogeshwar discloses second information 
relating to the display time of an extracted frame or group of 
frames (column 14, lines 27-30 of Yogeshwar) . 

Yogeshwar does not disclose expressly that said second 
information comprises information relating to such display time 
that a frame activity value during a special reproduction is 
kept substantially constant. 

Bozdagi discloses information relating to such display time 
that a frame activity value during a special reproduction is 
kept substantially constant (column 6, lines 30-36 of Bozdagi) . 

Yogeshwar and Bozdagi are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely digital video data 
processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have the 
information relating to the display time be included in said 
second information, as taught by Yogeshwar, when the frame 
activity value during a special reproduction is kept 
substantially constant, as taught by Bozdagi. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to be able to obtain a satisfactory 
static representation of the overall global motion of the video 
using only a relatively few selected key frames (column 3, lines 
29-35 of Bozdagi) , thus reducing the amount of data required. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Bozdagi with 
Yogeshwar to obtain the invention as specified in claim 7. 
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Regarding claim 8: Yogeshwar does not disclose expressly 
describing fifth information indicating whether the extracted 
frame or group of frames is reproduced or not. 

Bozdagi discloses information indicating whether the 
extracted frame or group of frames is a key frame or not (column 
6, lines 36-41 of Bozdagi) , and thus whether or not said 
extracted frame or group of frames is reproduced or not (column 
3, lines 32-35 of Bozdagi) . 

Yogeshwar and Bozdagi are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely digital video data 
processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include as 
fifth information in the frame information taught by Yogeshwar, 
information indicating whether the extracted frame or group of 
frames is reproduced or not, as taught by Bozdagi. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to be able to obtain a 
satisfactory static representation of the overall global motion 
of the video using only a relatively few selected key frames 
(column 3, lines 29-35 of Bozdagi), thus reducing the amount of 
data required. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Bozdagi with Yogeshwar to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 8. 

20. Claims 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yogeshwar (US Patent 6,026,232) in view of 
Fukuzawa (US Patent 5,933,807). 

Regarding claims 21 and 22: Yogeshwar discloses a data 
signal (column 8, lines 7-11 of Yogeshwar) for use in a video 
decoding apparatus to describe (column 7, lines 61-67 of 
Yogeshwar) frame information (column 12, lines 28-33 of 
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Yogeshwar) , said data signal comprising first information, 
described for a frame or group of frames extracted from a 
plurality of frames in a source time-based digital data (column 
14, lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar), specifying a location of the 
extracted frame or group of frames in the source time-based 
digital data (column 14, lines 34-37 of Yogeshwar) ; and second 
information, described for the extracted frame or group of 
frames, relating to a reproduction start time and display time 
of the extracted frame or group of frames (column 14, lines 27- 
30 of Yogeshwar) . In order to edit a specific frame or group of 
frames of time-based digital data (column 14, lines 26-30 of 
Yogeshwar) , said frame or group of frames must be extracted. In 
order for a specific frame or group of frames to have particular 
regions processed (column 14, lines 34-37 of Yogeshwar) , the 
specific location of said extracted frame or group of frames in 
the source time-based digital data must inherently be known and 
retained as information. 

Yogeshwar does not disclose expressly that said frames are 
sound frames extracted from a plurality of sound frames in 
source sound data. 

Fukuzawa discloses extracting sound frames from a plurality 
of sound frames in source sound data (column 5, lines 9-15 of 
Fukuzawa) . 

Yogeshwar and Fukuzawa are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely the analysis of digital frame 
data. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to extract sound 
frames, as taught by Fukuzawa, and store the associated 
information, as taught by Yogeshwar. The suggestion for doing 
so would have been that Yogeshwar also teaches that sound data 
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is present in the video data frames (column 16, lines 41-46 of 
Yogeshwar) and can thus be processed as well. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Fukuzawa with Yogeshwar to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 21 and 22. 

Further regarding claim 21: The article of manufacture of 
claim 22 performs the method of claim 21. 

21. Claims 10 and 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Yogeshwar (US Patent 6,026,232) in view 
of Lee (US Patent 5,500,680). 

Regarding claim 10: Yogeshwar does not disclose expressly 
describing, for media data other than the source video data 
including the extracted frame or group of frames, information 
specifying a location of the media data and information relating 
to a display time of the media data. 

Lee discloses describing, for media data (caption text) 
other than the source video data including an extracted frame or 
group of frames, information specifying a location of the media 
data (column 4, lines 25-28 of Lee) and information relating to 
a display time of the media data (figures 7A-7C and column 5, 
lines 44-50 of Lee) . 

Yogeshwar and Lee are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely video data processing. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to describe information specifying the 
caption text data location and information specifying the 
caption text display time, as taught by Lee. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to allow a user to see the words which 
are stored as part of the video (column 2, lines 35-44 of Lee) . 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Lee with 
Yogeshwar to obtain the invention as specified in claim 10. 

Regarding claims 23 and 24: Yogeshwar discloses a data 
signal (column 8, lines 7-11 of Yogeshwar) for use in a video 
decoding apparatus to describe (column 7, lines 61-67 of 
Yogeshwar) frame information (column 12, lines 28-33 of 
Yogeshwar) , said data signal comprising first information, 
described for a frame or group of frames extracted from a 
plurality of frames (column 14, lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar), 
specifying a location of the extracted frame or group of frames 
in the source time-based digital data (column 14, lines 34-37 of 
Yogeshwar) ; and second information, described for the extracted 
frame or group of frames, relating to a display start time and a 
display time of the extracted frame or group of frames (column 
14, lines 27-30 of Yogeshwar) . In order to edit a specific 
frame or group of frames of time-based digital data (column 14, 
lines 26-30 of Yogeshwar) , said frame or group of frames must be 
extracted. In order for a specific frame or group of frames to 
have particular regions processed (column 14, lines 34-37 of 
Yogeshwar) , the specific location of said extracted frame or 
group of frames in the source time-based digital data must 
inherently be known and retained as information. 

Yogeshwar does not disclose expressly that said frames or 
group of frames are text frames extracted from a plurality of 
text frames in source text data. 

Lee discloses extracting text frames from a plurality of 
text frames in source text data (column 4, lines 6-12 of Lee) . 

Yogeshwar and Lee are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely video data processing. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
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ordinary skill in the art to extract text data frames, as taught 
by Lee, and store the associated information, as taught by 
Yogeshwar. The suggestion for doing so would have been that Lee 
combines the text frame data along with the video frame data 
(column 4, lines 6-8 of Lee) and Yogeshwar processes video frame 
data along with other associated types of frame data, such as 
sound data (column 16, lines 41-46 of Yogeshwar) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Lee with Yogeshwar to obtain 
the invention as specified in claims 23 and 24. 

Further- regarding claim 23: The article of manufacture of 
claim 24 performs the method of claim 23. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to James A. 
Thompson whose telephone number is 571-272-7441. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8 : 30AM-5 : 00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David K. Moore can be 
reached on 571-272-7437. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to. the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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